Additional file 2: Figures legend
Figure S1. Pooled effect of trials that investigated the effects of digital rehabilitation versus usual care on the Western Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index function scores (5-point Likert scale). Squares represent each individual study. Diamonds represent the pooled effect. Weight (%) represents the influence of each study on the overall meta-analysis. CI, confidence interval; I2, heterogeneity of studies.

Figure S2. Pooled effect of trials that investigated the effects of digital rehabilitation versus usual care on the Western Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index pain scores (5-point Likert scale). Squares represent each individual study. Diamonds represent the pooled effect. Weight (%) represents the influence of each study on the overall meta-analysis. CI, confidence interval; I2, heterogeneity of studies.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure S3. Pooled effect of trials that investigated the effects of digital rehabilitation versus usual care on the Western Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index stiffness scores (5-point Likert scale). Squares represent each individual study. Diamonds represent the pooled effect. Weight (%) represents the influence of each study on the overall meta-analysis. CI, confidence interval; I2, heterogeneity of studies.
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image1.emf
Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI

Han 2015 1.44 0.82 194 1.48 0.7 196 53.1% -0.04[-0.19,0.11]

Russell 2011 -1.97 2.31 31 -1.19 1.76 34 1.6% -0.78[-1.79, 0.23]

Sz6ts 2016 1.22 0.43 51 1.34 0.45 54 45.3% -0.12[-0.29, 0.05]

Total (95% CI) 276 284 100.0% -0.09[-0.22, 0.04]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.34, df = 2 (P = 0.31); I = 15% _=2 —:1 3 i 2=
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.34 (P = 0.18)
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image2.emf
Intervention Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
1V, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% ClI

Chen 2016 0.83 0.33 93 0.86 0.34 94 47.1%
Han 2015 1.32 0.78 194 1.32 0.68 196 32.0%
Russell 2011 -2.52 2.35 31 -1.45 1.84 34 1.1%
Szots 2016 1.2 0.6 51 1.31 0.48 53 19.8%
Total (95% CI) 369 377 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 4.58,df = 3 (P = 0.21); I> = 34%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.86 (P = 0.39)
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image3.emf
Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI

Chen 2016 1.05 0.36 101 1.08 0.38 101 53.8% -0.03[-0.13,0.07]

Russell 2011 -2.3 2.32 31 -0.84 2.43 34 4.3% -1.46[-2.62,-0.30] —

Szo6ts 2016 1.7 0.56 51 1.69 0.51 53  42.0% 0.01 [-0.20, 0.22]

Total (95% Cl) 183 188 100.0% -0.07[-0.32,0.17]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 6.03, df = 2 (P = 0.05); I> = 67% — — 1 t t
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.59 (P = 0.56) 0.5 0.25 0 0.25 0.5
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